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INTRODUCTION

Since the Fall of 1972, students around the country have been active
participants in the development, evaluation, and imple@entation of the
Experiencg Based Career Education (EBCE) concept. Although student involve-
ment in the programs was associatad with positive short-term impact, no
assessment of long-term impact was possibie until recently. In the last
three years, as a result of cooperation by each of the four EBCE laboratories
and encouragement frcm the National Institute of Education (NIE), follow-up
studies have been conducted.

In 1976=77 NIE also encouraged modest research studies by tha EECE
develépers, and the AEL Self~-concept study is a continuation of a small
feasibility study begun under NIE's Education and ﬁork‘Groué as a directed
development paper. The Institute's interest in the affective aspects of

"the learning prbcess is well documented in their funding of the Kash and
Borich (1978) research on teacher behavior and pupil self-concept. And
their concern for career development is nicely demonstrated by their support
of the theoretical work on career decision-making (Mitchell, Jones and
Krumboltz, 1974).

All four- EBCE laboratories (Far West in San Francisco, Philadelphia's
Research for Better Schools, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory in
Portland, and our own AEL), apparently have case history evidence as to
the impacts of experiential learning on self-concept (see the four Lab-
oratories' yearly evaluation reports since 1972}, but none has captured
useful statistical evidence. This may be due to the poor quality of self-

concept outcame measures (Wylie, 1974) or because researchers have not read




the excellent but little known theoretical work by Super and associates

-

{Super, 1953 & 1963), or & result of incomplete conceptualizing on the part
of EBCE staff.

A modest beginning has now been made by AEL in documenting positive
changes in students' attitudes about themselves (Watts, Shively and
Henderson, 1977) which goes beyond the observations made by parents with
regard to their children's assuming greater responsibiiity for themselves
("getting it together") and teachers reporting that students have more
posi.tive self-perceptions as a consequence of exposure to EBCE.

Seif-confidence or self-esteem (Wells and Marwell, 1976) is only one
of many dimensions to self-concept (Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton, 1976);
however, it does seem to relate to more effective coping skills (Erikson,
1974; Zurcher, 1977) which have been fregquently listed zs a typical EBCE
outcame.

Throughout the small research project reported in this paper, it had
been our experience that if only self-report data (from interviews or
questionnaires) were to be used for measurement purposes, one should
operationally define self-concept rather broadly so that it included social,
emotional, academic and physical variables (Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton,
1976). Such variables would then encompass self-worth; perceptions of one's
personality, values, interests, abilities, physical appearance; identifi-
cations with others; goals, plans and self-direction; and career identity
{(Marx and Winne, 1978).

Therefore, the instruments constructed by the authors and recently used
by a number of AEL/EBCE adopters are broadly rather than narrowly focused;

one is a revision (100 items reduced to 37 items) of the Tennessee Self




Concept Scale, and the other is the AEL Self-Concept Inventory {(with 41

items).

However, although (1) all the theoretical constructs.are not included,
(2) this paper ddéSHDOt tie up many loose ends, (3) this is a Ver§ modest
project-~the total financial investment by NIE does not exceed six thousand
dollars, it is now the firm conclusion of the authors that this research
should have had a different design. FirsF of all, the original literature
re#iew should have been more extensive ;nd int;néive. Secondly, the vocational
or occupéﬁional definition of self-concept should have been used and the
instrumentation more narrowlz'constructed.

It is for these reasons that Appendix A was commissioned and is included:
within this paper. It is a.synthesis 6f work 6ﬁﬁéé1f-qoncept theory as it ~
pertains to career development. Written by Donald E. Super, it focuses 6n
his theory and on aspects of John Holland's theory insofar as they are
directly relevant. Any additional work should build upon Appendix A, not

the design of the AEL project.

BACKGROUND

EBCE's internal program evaluation in 1975 indicated that about 90
percent of those parents whose children were in EBCE noticed improvements
in the students' attitudes toward themselyes.yaNearly 90 percent of the
parents also felt their children had shown improvement in assuming responsi-
bility for themselves. These findings suggested that EBCE participation may
enhance students' self-concepts significantly more than traditional education.
Inrthe past, insufficient refinement and definition of the conceptual ele-

ments and dimensions related to the self-~concept have impeded assessment of




self-concept in EBCE programs. By developing a definition and selecting or
generating appropriate items, assessment of the self-concept construct as
it relates to career development can be conducted.

It appears that the research done on self-concept has only minimally
addressed itself to the substantial problems of operational constructs,
measurement, and interpretations. Considered as a body of research,
Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) contend that self-concept studies
today may be criticized in the same manner that Crown and Stephens (1961)
and Wylie (1961) did more than 17 years ago; the self-concept interpreta-
tioqfwof their measurements may not be valid. Wylie (1961; 1973; 1978)
indicated that a great many empirical studies relevant to self—concept.do-
“not address themselves to any one theoretical approach. In addition,
definitions of self-concept are imprecise and vary from one study to the
next. The imprecision makes it extremely.difficult to specify (a) the
population of self-concept items from which a.representative sample would
be drawn for the instrument, or (b) .the population of subjects for which
the measurement techniques and interpretations would be appropriate. While
this study can in no way attempt to resolve all these probléms, it will,
however, focus on the more current literature relevant to formalizing an

operational construct for the development of a self-concept measure.
b CPERATIONAL DEFINITION

Adolescence is seen as a period in which young people explore the
world in which they live, the subculture of which they are about to become
a part, the roles they may be expected to play, and the opportunities to

play roles which suit their personalities, interests, and aptitudes. It is




during the same period in which the adolescent, through experience and.
self-examination, clarifies his self-concept and begins to put it into
words, finds out what outlets exist in society for one who seeks to play
a given role, and modifies her self-concept to bring it in line with
reality. Adolescent exploration is, then, a process of attempting to
developaand implement a realistic self-concept. (Super, 1953:»Super et

al, 1963; Henderson, 1958)

General Self-concept

In very broad terms, the self-concept is a person's perception of him-
self/herself, in relation to values, interests, and abilities as they compare
to others. These perceptions are formed through experiences with the en-
vironment, and are influenced especially by eﬁyironmental reinforcements
and significant others. One's perceptions of oneself are thought to in-
fluence the ways in which he/she acts, and his/her acts in turn will
influence the ways in which he/she perceives oneself.

There are certain elements which are critically distinct to the self-
concept; amnd from a theoietical standpoint, they lend to the dimensions of
its abstract form. The self-concept can be described as organized, multi-
faceted, hierarchial, stable, developmental, evaluative, and differentiable
(Shavelson, Hubner, Stanton; 1976). For example, all individuais organize
their experiences into categories which may reflect their particular culture
(Marx and wWinne, 1978). Self-doﬁfidenée or self-esteem (Wells and Marwell,
1976) is only one of many dimensions to self concept; however, it does seem
to relate to more effective coping skills (Erikson, 1974; Zurcher, 1977)

which have been frequently listed as a typical EBéE'outcome. These




categories provide a perceptual set which predisposes the individual to
attend to certain stimuli and tovorganize them in certain ways when per-
ceived (Super, et al, 1963).

The different facets, reflected by the individuals, appear to relate
to the categories by which they have been shown to organize their experiences.
Jersild (1952) and Sears (1963) note that white middle-class adolescents
referred to such areas as school, social acceptance, physical attractiveness,
and ability. Further, the multifaceted structure of self-concept may be
hierarchial on a dimension of generality (Super, et al, 1963). At the apex
of the hierarchy is the general self-concept. The general self-concept is
then divided into many components: academic/non-academic; child/student;
worker/spouse/citizen, etc.

As one descends the hierarchy, the self-concept depends increasingly on
specific situations, thus becoming less gtable on the one hand and better
anchored on the other. The self-concept is evaluative: evaluations can be
made against "ideals," or relative standards such as "peers" or even per-
ceived evaluations of "significant others."

Self-concept is also differentiable from other constructs to which it
is related. For example, self-concept is influenced by specific situations.
Therefore, the more closely self-concept is linked with specific situations
the éioser the relationship between self-concept and the behavior. Sélf-
concept of mental ability should tﬁerefore be more closely related to aca-
demic achievement than to ability in social or physical situééibns. Thus,
self-concept of academic behavior in science should be more related to

achievement in science rather than in English or overall grade point average.
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Finally, the concept of development through life stages has been central
to much of the work in psychology for many years. Young children have not
started to differentiably develop such that they can coordinate and integrate
their experiences within one conceptual framework. Their self-concepts are
more global, and entirely situation specific. One stage of self-concept
development is that of children's identification with their parents (Super,
et al, 1963; Henderson, 1958). With increasing age and experience, the self-
concept develops maturationally into subparts (Shavelson, Hubner, Stanton;
1976).

The psychology of development studies subjects as gradually construct-
ing and continually correcting their own knowledge, in part under the influ-
ence of the environment, but in part spontaneously. A key reason why study-
ing the form of each stage and the sequence in which the stages evolve as
important to the understanding of development, lies in the root hypothesis
that development is a process of interaction. The structure of each stage
delimits the range of actions the individual can make at that stage. Con-
sequently, it.determines the kinds of interactions one can have with the
énvi;;Qment and the experiences encountered. Experiences feed back upon
the present strucfure, and eventually, in ways that are still little under-
stood, the present structure is qualitatively altered to bkecome the struc-
ture of the next stage. o .

It was suggested that muturity could be judged, first; by the nature
of the developmental tasks with which persons attempt to cope (these define
the life stages in which one is functioning and may be viewed against actual
age); and more precisely, the behaviors manifested by the person in coping

with these developmental tasks. A number of possible measures of vocational

pub
[y



maturity in early adolescence were outlined by the Carecer Pattern Study staff
(Super, 1955) and were eventually trial-tested (Supor and Overstreet, 1960).

These are merely the land-mark references, see Appendix A for recent work.

Vocational Self-concept

In terms of the vocational self-concept, Super (1955) has outlined five
all-encompassing life stages and the major developmental tasks of these
stages, drawing on Buehler (1933), Miller and From (1951), Havighurst (1953),
and others. The life stages are those of (1) growth, (2) exploration,

(3) establishment, (4) maintenance, and (5) decline. Each of these 1life
stages is seen as characterized by certain tasks which the individual in
that stage encounters and with which one must successfully cope before pro-
gressing to the next stage successfully.

Super (1963) indicated that there is a positive relationship between
self-concepts and vocational development. He theorized that when ind;vi-
duals begin to express their vocational preferences, they are also seeking
to implement their self-concepts occupationally. Hence, students who ex-
plore many different occupations throughout the year are beginning to
implement their self-concepts by searching for the most ideal vocation SO
as to make possible théﬁplaying of roles most appropriate to their self-
concepts.,

Self-differentiation, identification, role-playing, reality testing,
and an inexhaustible amount of other unknown pProcesses are all occurring
during the time of exploration. At the same time, all these processes will
result in experiences which will either strengthen or modify Ehe self-
concept, and confirm or contradict the way in which they have been tenta-

tively translated into occupational roles. Burgoyne (1979) recently
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isvest igitai the hypotheses that similarity of ideal self and occupational
MiSrestypes are ixportant in determining the vocational preferences of
adnlesveat s, while similarity between expected self and occupational stereo-
oPes is portast in determining their occupational expectations. Findings
were comsistent with the view that ideal self played an important role in
fRterpiaisg vorational preferences for males and females. However, contrary
e empertalisns, ideal self was more strongly associated than expected self
wWith votarional expectations for females, though not for males.

Toe ided that occupational stereotypes are important in vocational
deTision makind is a long=atanding one in psychology (Parsons, 1909).
Berdin 11943 preposed that a person selects or rejects occupations because
af has pelief that the field is elther consistent or inconsistent with his
wise of Rimself, This proposal has been elaborated by Super (1957, 1963)
whe e developed a theery of how vocational self-concepts develop and change
with time, In his eenstruction of a theory of vocational development,
Supes (19%3) assigned central importance to the role of self-concept, stating
TEat vocational aeVwiopment is the process by which an individual's self-
emnsept 16 developed and implemented. Self-concept is developed by the
pracesses of differentiation (e.g., discovering and developing individual
irteyests, attitudes, and values) and identification (e.g., role playing).
felf=goncept i® implemented through the choice and pursuit of an occupation
#llowing ourlets for an individual's abilities, interests, and values.

gyj«rF ajso noted that the process of vocational development occurs
throushout the life span, He divided the life span into five stages--growth,
exp inration, astablishment, maintenance, and decline {Super, 1963);: Super,
Crites, Huwmel, Moser, Overatreet, and Warnath, 1957). Each stage is generally

ansecisated with an age range and some stages also have identifiable substages.

Q
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Exploration is one of the very important stages in develcpment
related to this paper. Children who are not hedged in by restrictions,
who are allowed considerable freedom of movement by their parents and who
are not only allowed but actually encouraged to seek and engage in new
experiences are, as the studies of Baldwin (1955) and_Levy (1943) have
shown, more likely to show curiosity and to explore than children of over-
protective, poésessive, and dominating parents.

Whether and how much a. person will explore is not ﬁerely a matter of
how much independence s/he is allowed; it is also a matter of how independ-
ent s/he is. The person who is submissive and conforming and who habitually
bows to authority will, as Schachtel (1959) says, tend to accept the
evaluation of others instead of exploring for himself. Reliance on authority,
whether it be that of the parents, or the peer group, or some other agency,
tends to limit exploration or to confine it to certain channels. 3ausubel
(1954) indicated that the development of the exploratory orientation is
severely curtailed in the course of age-mate socialization. The adoles-
cent's marginal status and her dependence on the peer society for statﬁs
permits very little deviation from group values, and hence little oppor-
tunity for independent exploration.

While too great reliance on the standards, values, and expectations
of the peer group can limit or channel the adolescent's exploratory be-
havior, identification with the peer group can also have beneficial results.
It furnishes them with the backing they need when faced with conflicting
demands of the kind described earlier. Given the support of the peer group
and parents who are reasonably permissive and encouraging, facillation,
inaction, and half-hearted exploration can be replaced by more adequate

efforts at exploration.

O . .
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Availability of roles and opportunities to explore also is a factor
‘which influences the developmental process. There are several elements
that can limit the individual's opportunities to piay certain roles and
to explore. One of these is socioceconomic status. As Hollingshead (1949)
has shown, students from certain socioeconomic levels are not invited or
do not feel free to participate in certain schoel and extracurricular
activities. Socioeconomic status also influences the types of occupations
the individual will became acquainted with through observation, hearsay,
and contact with other adults. They will tend to be occupations located
at the same level as the father's occupation.

Role-typing and child labor laws and trade union practices are two
other elements which may limit opportunities for role-playing and explora-
tion. The person who has been cast in a certain role, such as bookworm,
clown, or rebel, may find it difficult to break out of the mold, and
opportunities to try out other roles may be withheld from him. Child labor
laws and trade union practices limit the kinds of work experiences which
are possible for adolescents to get.

The translation of self-concepts into occupational terms can thus occur
in several ways, although it should be noted that much of the theorizing on
the subject is done by analogy from other aspects of developmental psychology
and froﬁ everyday observation rather than inferentially from carefully
collected and analyzed data. For example, identification with an adult
sometimes seems to lead to a desire to play that adult's occupations role.
Experience in a role in which one is cast, perhaps more or less through
chance, may lead to the discovery of a vocational translation of one's self-

concepts which is as congenial as it is unexpected. Awareness of the fact

-



~12~

that one has attributes which are said to be important in a certain field of
work may lead one to look into that occupation; the investigation may lead
to information of the idea that the role expectations of that occupation are

such that one would do well in it and enjoy it.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:
EXPERIENCE BASED CAREER EDUCATION

The purpose of AEL's EBCE program is to provide an alternative educa-
tional experience for high school students. The curriculum is characterized
by an emphasis on direct community site experiences; personalization of
each student's program in terms of individual needs, interests, and abilities:
and the integration of field experience with academic learning. The program
has been designed to be responsive to a student population with diverse
socio~economic, racial/cultural backgrounds and a wide range of academic
achievement, ability and career aspirations.

The basic procedures and the focus of development of the AEL/EBCE model

can be described by addressing the model's five most key characteristics.

First, it is a career exploration program. The main objectives of this
focus are to (a) help students determine their interest and abilities and
subsequently related directions for developing careers, and {(b) to learn
some of the tools and processes for making career decisions for the rest
of their lives.

The model is experientially oriented. Students' career and academic

experiences focus on the community as a resource -- a resource that is
functiohally tied into the instructional system. This includes the identi-

fication of businesses, social institutions, industry, labor unions, political

16
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institutions, and service organizations, as well as the defining of those
' resources in such a way that they can be systematically tapped for in-

clusion in the learning process.

The program allows for total individualization of students' programs--

both career and academic. This includes the presence of a content struc-
ture that can, on a personalized basis, be tied to students' interests and
needs. Gagne (1974: 186) has pointed out that individualized instruction
has been used té reference a diverse array of educational methods. In EBCE
there can be pieces of all five of his elements: independent study, self-
directed study, learner-centered programming, self-pacing and student-
determined instruction. This individualization is completely documentable
and accountable, so that students' programs can be checked at any time to
determine progress. Included in this "accountability” is an individualized
student evaluation and updating process.

As can be readily discerned from the preceding discussion of three

focuses, the model is comprehensive. It includes all the essential elements

for an educational system, from a defined content to an instructional
delivery system, and from instructional strategies to underpinning and

supporting materials. The model can also serve as an alternative. That is,

a coamplementary program to other successful secondary‘education programs.
It is important to emphasize "complementary" because EBCE was designed to
provide an integral and missing part of a total career education program,
not to replace working programs already in existence ({Byre and Henderson,
1976}.

An EBCE student's goal is not to train for one pre-selected job, but

to discover through direct experience what careers are found to be most
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potentially rewarding by actually studying in the context of sites and
people in the cammunity and to become more responsible and mature by
developing a conscious and consistent set of values.

The Student Career Guide (SCG), incorporated into the curriculum as

the framework for a self-directed/collaborative counseling program, is
utilized as a Supplementary document in congruence with the actual on-the-
site experience and for cgllaboratién between students and their learning

. coordinators, counselors and/or resource persons. It provides a system-
ized method for self-examination, a wvital component to sound career
development. It enables the student to become more aware of his/her inter-
ests, temperaments, aptitudes, and work values. The SCG minimally requires
that students develop objective information about themselves, discover some
of the options open to them, and have same knowledge as to how to go about
formulating goals, accompiish personal planning, and have practice in
decision~-making.

Although the term vocational exploration has been frequently used to
describe two different kinds of activities (those which are job—orientea
such as part—time employment, hunting for a job, inguiring into job possi-
bilities, and trying out different occupations; and those which may not be
“speciaily job-oriented but are thought to have vocational relevance such as
doing some of the things that professional people do) many of these situa-
tions and activities can occur not only in the EBCE program, but also in
the traditional classroom. In addition, they may have various degrees of
impact on not only the vocational self-concept (or the academic self-concept)
but on the social, emotional and physical self-concepts as well (Super, 1963).

To investigate the effects of the EBCE program on the students' self-
concept, the authors investigated those characteristics which ére manifested

ERIC 18
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by the adolescents according to the more specific problems that each student
will have to cope with. Therefore, research was focused upon

Super's second stage: exploration. Exploration refers to activities, mental
or physical, undertaken with the avowed or unconscious purpose or hope of
eliciting information about oneself or one's environment, or of verifying,
or afriving, at a basis for decision, conclusion, solution, or hypothesis

.

(Super, 1963).
INSTRUMENTATION

AEL/EBCE thus proposed the utilization of three instruments to study

the impact of EBCE on.students' self-concepts: (1) Student Questionnaire,

(2) selected items fram the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, and (3) AEL's

Self~-Concept Scale.

The Student Questionnaire (Appendix E) consists of six numbered items

(with subparts). This instrument was designed to secure demographic data
(e.g., sex, race, grade level) as well as attitudinal data related to
educational programs.

The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) consists of 100 self-descriptive

items. The instrument is designed to draw responses from both positive and
negative items. For each item, the respondent chooses one of five response
options labeled from "completely false™ to "completely true." AEL elected
to utilize the TSCS as part of the self;concept battery, after a revision
was completed to eliminate all the items unrelated to the objéctives of the
EBCE program, The scale was finally reduced to 30 items (Appendix Cj.

The AEL-developed self-concept instrument (Appendix C) contained 23

+

items relating to the ability to deal with (1) tension, (2) frustration,

19
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(3) objectivity, (4) confidence, (5) independence, (6) maturity, and
(7) peef group; in additioﬁ to (B) the ability to make judgments and
(9) the availability of opportunities to explore various roles. Ttems
dealing with physical attractiveness and/or appearance are included put
are directed to related objectives of the EBCE program (e.g., "my neatness
is..." and "I think that people should_conform to job requirements such as
dress codes and hair length"). While same of the items may appear to be
attitudinal, an individual's ability to make judgments which reflect con-
fidence and maturity is an indication of one's self-esteem and self-
concept. These items were designed to elicit responses from one of three
varying Likert scales, all similarly ranging from "totally true" to
"totally false.™ |

A second section of the AEL-developed instrument compares self-
perceptions to perceptions of others. It is designed to assess inter-—
individual comparisons from the student's viewpoint. There are 13 items
eliciting responses on a 5—p6int Likert scale, ranging from "poor" to

“"excellent."”
SITE DES-RIPTIONS

There were five sites that were utilized in this study. They were
Ames, Iowa; Syracuse, NY; Ithaca, NY; Bremen, GA; and Brunswick, GA.

BRmes, Iowa is located in the central portion of the state and functions
as a distant suburb to Des Moines. While the program is deeply rooted in
the AEL model, students at the traditionally academic Ames High School
enroll in EBCE for one-half day and spend the other half day in the class-
room. Hence the program can serve one group of students in the morning

and another in the afternoon.

O
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Syracuse, New York provides an EBCE program to four separate suburban
high scﬁools. The program is relatively congruent to the AEL model. The
program in the four systems is coordinated by the Director of the area
Business=Industry~Education Council.

Iéﬁaca, New York also operates a program highly congruent with the
model. The program serves 20-30 students per year, with the learning
coordinator located in the local senior high school.

Bremen, Georgia is located about 50 miles west of Atlanta. In order
to provide experiential learning to all of its students, Bremen High School
established tﬁree EBCE options: full-time EBCE participation, about 70%
participation in EBCE and 30% participation in the traditional classroom,
and 30% particigation in EBCE and 70% traditional participation. Bremen
calls their program Community-Based Career Education (CBCEj).

Brunswick, Georgia is located on the Atlantic coast in the southeast
corner of Georgia. Their program, an adaptation of AEL's EBCE model and
called Community-Based Vocational Education (CBVE), basically places students
on the job in the community one-half day, three days per week and then
one-half day, two days per week in the related classroom where they gain

knowledge in science, math, and language arts.
PROCEDURE

This section will present information on the sample utilized, instru-

ment administration, and data analysis.




~18-

.Sample
The five sites which cooperated provided 265 EBCE experimental .(E) and
compa;ison (C) students. These students were primarily juniors and seniors,

ages 16-18. Specifically the distribution was as follows:

Ames, Iowa: E=12, C = 79
Bremen, Georgia: E= 1314, C = 14
Ithaca, New York: E= 14, Cc =0

Syracuse, New York: E = 14, C = 6

Brunswick, GA: E = 85, cC = 27

Instrument Administration

. The TSCS and AEL Scale were administered to all students (both experi-
mentals and comparisons) in February. The TSCS, AEL Scale, and Student
Questionnaire were administered in May/June. Brunswick, GA. did not ad-

minister any instruments in May/June.

Data Analysis

The following statistical analyses were selected and performed, based
on the experimental design being utilized. Since Brunswick did not adminji-
ster posttest instruments, analyses were appropriately adjusted.

Specifically, because of sample size at four sites and the lack of
pbsttesfing at one site, the four sites (Ames, Bremen, Ithaca, and Syracuse)
were combined. However, although the EBCE programs may not have been identi-
fied at the four sites (because utilization of local monetary support pro-
vided the locals with the right-to adjust/revise the original model as they
saw. fit), past training and technical assistance (as well as ongoing
monitofing and interaction) indicated sufficient similarity to enable AEL

- to combine data for both EBCE and comparison groups. Thus, the analyses

ERIC 22
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are related to EBCE versus control generally, rather than E versus C by site.
Thus, there were 54 experimentals and 99 comparison students upon which all
analyses were conducted. Brunswick--with only pretest TSCS and AEL Scale
data——waé utilized as a secondary group for purposes of compérison/validation
of other results. There were 85 experimentals and 27 controls in the
Brunswick group.

“it should also be pointed out that this was a relatively low=budget
study and was conducted only through delicate maneuvering, with the local
sites requesting our assistance. Hence, much control was lost and thus
comparison students within each school may not have been necessarily equiva-
lent to EBCE-type students. Hence, the study was conducted and data analyzed
even though control and measurement procedures were somewhat tenuous.

1. Descriptive statistics of the Student Questionnaire for the

coambined experimentals and comparison.
2. Descriptive statistics and analysis of variance of the TSCS
and AEL Scale pretest scores (including analyses between combined
experimentals and comparisons, Brunswick experimentals and compari-
sons, combined and Brunswick experimentals, and combined and
Brunswick comparison students).

3. Descriptive statistics and analysis of variance of TSCS and AEL

Scale posttest scores (including analyses between combined experi-

mentals and comparisons).
RESULTS

Each of the AEL/EBCE sites has successfully implemented an adaptation

of the EBCE program model, as required by student and community needs, in
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order to secure for maximum learning potential. Various problems which
occurred throughout the study may well have impeded the proper and
complete measurement of the self-concept. . Most of the difficulties
revolved around the fact that AEL did not control the local test admini-
stration procedures as it could have done in previous years. Hence, not

only was measurement impeded, but subsequent interpretation may be open

to question.

Outcome Data

The primary objective of this study was to explore further the degree
to wﬂich EBCE participation enhances students' self—concepts»jgerhaps sig-
nificantly more than traditional education). The format of this section
is to give the source of the data collected, a description of the findings,
and a summary.

SQ. Table 1 presents the statistical data on the experimental and

comparison group scores fram the Student Questionnaire (SQ). These data

are for the four combined sites and do not include data from the fifth

{Brunswick) site.

B e e e el ——

From Table 1 it can be seen that nearly three-fourths (72.2%) of
the E students were 17-18 years of age and over three-fourths (86.8%)

of the C students were 17-18 years of age. Most of the E students (90.7%)

(9
153
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Table 1
Demographic Data
Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4
Sample Size: E-~54, C-99

E c
1. Age 4 . n 2 n .
16 12 22,2 11 11.1
17 24 44.4 42 42.4
18 15 27.8 44 44.4
19 2 3.7 2 2,0
- 1 1.9 o] 0.0
2. Grade
10 4 7.4 3 3.0
11 22 40.7 21 21,2
12 27 50.0 75 75.8
- 1 1.9 0 0.0
3. Sex
Male 27 50.0 44 44.4
Female 27 50.0 55 55.6
4. Race
White 48 88.9 98 99.0
‘Black 2 3.7 0 0.0
Hispanic 1l 1.9 o} 0.0
Other 1 1.9 1 1.0
- 2 3.7 o} 0.0




Table 1 (cont'd)

S. Program Enrolled n i % n © %
EBCE/CBCE/CBVE 47 87.0 0 0.0
Work Study 4 7.4 9 9.1
Traditional 2 3.7 76 76.8
Coop. EA. 1 1.9 12 1z2.1
Dist. EA4. o] 0.0 1 1.0
et 0 0.0 i 1.0

6. Hours/Week in program
0-5 4 7.4 10 10.1
6-~-10 27 50.0 8 8.1
11-20 ? 13.0 18 18.2
21-30 15 27.8 37 37.4
31-40 1 1.9 17 17.2
- 0 0.0 9 9.1

7. During past year:

a) non-school, paid jobs

0-1 38 70.4 65 65.7
2=5 16 ' 29,6 33 33.3
6-10 0 0.0 0 ' 0.0
- ) 0.0 | 1 _ 1.0

b) Hours/week worked on job

0-5 18 33.3 18 18.2
6-10 ) 16.7 ° 9.1
11-20 10 18.5 a1 41.4
21-30 10 18.5 21 21.2
31-40 3 5.6 6 6.1
- 4 7.4 4 4.0
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Table 1 {(cont'd)

Experimental
. Very ..
B. Degree to which cur- Excellent Good Average Poor Poor Missing
rent school program:
a) provided educa- n 27 23 . 3 0 0 1
tionally meaning-
ful experience % 50.0 42.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 1.9
b) clearly defined n 21 22 9 1l o] 1
duties and
responsibilities % 38.9 40.7 l6.7 1.9 0.0 1.9
¢) expose student n 39 12 o] 2 0 1
to new things
% 72.2 22,2 0.0 3.7 6.0 1.9
d) helped student n 20 19 13 1 0] 1l
make personal
commitments % 37.0 35.2 24,1 1.9 0.0 1.9
e) provided exper- n 28 19 6 o} o] 1l
iences relevant
to career goals % 51.9 35.2 11.1 0.0 0.0 1.9
Comparison
a) provided educa- n 19 48 29 2 0 1
tionally meaning-
ful experience % 19.2 48.5 29.3 2.0 0.0 1.0
b) clearly defined n 18 46 29 4 1l 1l
duties and ’
responsibilities % 18.2 46.5 29.3 4.0 1.0 1.0
c) expose student n 29 45 21 3 0 1l
to aew things
% .29.3 45.5 21.2 3.0 0.0 1.0
d) helped student n 18 35 35 ° 10 0 1
make personal
commitments % 18.2 35.4 35.4 10.1 0.0 1.0
e) provided exper- n 18 33 34" 10 3 1
iences relevant
to career goals % 18.2 33.3 34.3 10.1 3.0 1.0




Table 1 (cont'q)

Traditional , EBCE/CBCE
: xperimental Comparison Experimental
9, Mmount learned Very Very Very Very Very Vety
while in program Much Some Little Missing Much Some Little Missing|Much Some Little Missing

a) Reading Skills n 16 21 5 12 26 5 17 3 8 2 16 9
Y 29.6 389 9,3 22,2 2,1 5.5 17,2 3,0 (148 389 296 16,7

b) Math skills n 18 1 17 12 33 3% 21 3 I 13 29 9
0333 13,0 3.5 22,2 33,3 3.4 27,3 3.0 56 24,1 53,7 16.7

¢) Writing Skills n 19 15 8 12 51 32 13 3 14 12 19 9
$ 3.2 27.8 14,8 22,2 51,5 32,3 13.1 3,0 25,9 22,2 35,2 16,7

d) Ability to com= n 13 18 11 12 19 5 7 3 k!’ 9 3 8
municate with ,
adults $ 24,1 333 2.4 2.2 39,4 50,5 7.1 3.0 |63,0 16,7 5.6 14,8

e) marenessof n 7 14 2 13 0 51 15 3 ¥ 09 1 9
career oppox-
tunities | $ 13,0 25,9 37,0 24.1 30,3 51,5 15,2 3.0 (64,8 16,7 1,9 16.7

f) Career planning n 10 11 20 13 23 M4 29 3 28 15 2 9
$ 18,5 20,4 37,0 24,1 23.2 444 29,3 3.0 {519 27,8 3,7 16,7

g) Job~seeking n 7 12 21 14 20 3 42 4 217 U 3 10
skills
$ 13.0 22,2 38,9 259 20,2 33.3 42.4 4,0 |50,0 25,9 5.6 18.5

h) Specific job n 5, 8 28 13 13 U4 49 3 kL 8 3 9

skills
$ 9,3 14,8 51,9 241 131 3.3 49.5 3.0 [ 63,0 14.8 5.6 16.7.

30
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Table 1 (cont'd)

10. Frequency of Ranks of Experimental Comparison
top three (3) reasons
for being in particular Rank Rank
educational program, 1 2 3 O* 1 2 3 o*
a) Pursue chosen n 14 12 4 24 14 18 11 56
career
$ 25.9 22,2 7.4 44.4 14.1 18.2 1ll1.1 56.6
b) College prep- n 3 8 9 34 53 17 6 23
aration
% 5.6 14.8 16.7 63.0 53.5 17.2 6.1 23.2
c) Find a career n 15 11 °) 19 6 24 16 53
% 27.8 20.4 16.7 35.2 6.1 24.2 16.2 53.5
d) Suggested by n 6 0 5 43 1 1 7 90
counselor
s 1ll.1 0.0 9.3 79.6 1.0 1.0 7.1 90.9
e) Didn't know n 1 2 3 48 1 2 6 90
what else to do
% 1.9 3.7 5.6 88,9 1.0 2.0 6.1 90.9
f) Pressure from n 1 1 0 52 1 4q 12 82
parents
% 1.9 1.9 0.0 96.3 1.0 4.0 12.1 82.8
g) Pressure from n o o 1l 53 o 1 3 95
friends
% 0.0 0.0 1.9 98.1 0.0 1.0 3.0 96.9°
h) Couldn't find n O 2 2 50 1 0 o] 98
work
% 0.0 3.7 3.7 92.6 l.0 0.0 0.0 99,0
i) Learn more about n 10 15 11 18 14 26 25 34
a particular
subject or skill % 18,5 27.8 20.4 33.3 14.1 26.3 25.3 34.3
j) Vocational n 1 9 7 46 3 3 8 85
preparation
3.0 8.1 85.9

% 1.9 0.0 13.0 85.2 3.0

*Number (and percentage) of respondents who
did not rank the item 1, 2 or 3.
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Table 1 (cont'd)

11.

Experimental

In past four _N_ %
years

a) Number of paid jobs

.0-1 i? 31.5
2-5 30 55.6
6-10 4 7.4
10-20 0 0.0
-— 3 5.6

b) Average hours/week worked on each job

0-5 10
6-10 13
11-20 15
21-30 8
31-40 4
- 4

18.5

24.1

27.8

14.8

Comparison

13

71

10

41

33

13.1

71.7

10.1

3.0

9.1
41.4

33.3
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and C students (97.0%) were juniors and seniors.1 The E and C.groups
were similarly split on male/female percentages. Almost all of the C
group were white students (99.0%) and most (88.9%) of the E group were
white.

Nearly all (87.0%) of the E studentbgﬁére in an EBCE/CBCE/CBVE
program. Over three-fourths (76.8%) of the C group were enrolled in a

‘traditional program and nearly one-fourth (21.2%) were in either a work
study or céoperative education program. Exactly one-half (50.5%) of the
E group spent beﬁween 6-10 hours per week in their program;,; 13.0% spent
11-20 hours, and 27:5% spent 21-30 hours per week in their program. Of
the C students, however, only 18.2% spent less than 10 hours per week,
another 18.2% spent 11-20 hours, 37.4% spent 21-30 hours, and 17.2%
spent 31-40 hours per wéek in their program (which is predominately a
traditional educational pr;gram).

During the past year about two-thirds of both the E students and C
students (70.4% vs. 65.7%) had one (or none) non-school related paid jobs.
Similarly, about one-third had two to .five such jobs (E - 29.6%; C - 33.3%).
While 50.0% of the E group worked less thezn 10 hours per week on their
non-school related paid jobs, only 27.3% of the C group worked less than
10 hours pér week on their jobs. However, while only one-third (37.0%)
of the E group worked between 11-30 hours per week, nearly two-thirds

(62.6%) of the C group worked between 11-30 hours per week on non-school

related paid jobs.

1Although the C group had more seniors than the E group (75.8% vs. 50.0%)
and more 18 year olds than the E group (44.4% vs. 27.8%), the EBCE program
is designed as a junior/senior (non-distinguishable) program. Hence, no
differentiation has ‘been made between grade or age levels.
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Students were asked to rate the degree to which their current school
program impacted several factors. Most of the E students (92.6%) felt

excellent or good that their current school program provided an educationally

meaningful experience, while 67.7% of the C students felt excellent or good

about their school program providing them an educationally meaningful exper-
ience. When responée modes were analyzed separately, there were significant
differences. (For E vs C on the excellent alternative, E > C where Xz =.16°OO*
and p < .0001l. ' Further, for the average alternative C > E where X2.= 11.17
and p < .001.) Over three-fourths (79.6%) of the E students and 64.7% of the

C students felt excellent or good that their respective current school pro-

gram clearly defined duties and responsibilities. When response modes were
analyzed separately, there was a significant difference. (For E vs C on the
excellent alternative, E > C where x2 = 7.35 and p < .0l1.) Most of the E

students (94.4%) and nearly three-fourths of the C students (74.8%) felt

excellent ‘or good that their respective school Program exposed them to new
things. When response modes were analyzed separately, there were significant
differences. (For E vs C on the excellent alternative, E > C where xz =

26.08 and p < .000l. For E vs C on the good alternative, C > E where x2 =

7.84 and p < .Cl. For E vs C on the average alternative, C > E where X2

12.12 and p < .001.) Nearly three-fourths of the E students (72.2%) and

2

= 15.14 X .001(1) = 10,83

) 2
.01(1) = 6.63 X .05(1) = 3.84 X .10(1) = 2.71
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about half of the C students (53.6%) felt excellent or good that their

respective school program helped them make personal commitments. When response
modes were analyzed Separately, there were significant differences. (For

E vs C on the excéllent alternative, E > C where x2 = 7.59 and p < .0l. For

E vs C on the poor alternative, C > E where x2 = 3.81 and p < .10.) Finally,

87.1% of the E students and 51.5% of the C students felt excellent or good

that their respective current school program provided experiences relevant
to their career goals. When response modes were analyzed separately, there
were significant differences. (For E vs C on the excellent alternative, E >
C where X2 = 19.68 and p < .0001. For E vs C on the average alternative,

C > E where X2 = 9.51 and P < ,0l. For E vs C on ﬁhe Pboor alternative, C >
E where X° = 7.16 and p < .0l.)

Students were also asked to rate how much they had learned (with respect
to identified“topics) while in the traditional and/or experimental program.
EBCE/CBCE students were asked to rate both types of programs; comparison
students were asked to rate only the traditional program. Data in Table 1
(item 9) indicated that between 15-25% of the experimental students did not

respond to this item.

In terms of amount learned about‘basic skills (reading, math, and
writing), C students rated the traditional Program more positively than did
the E students; E students alsc indicated that they learned more about basic
‘skills in the traditional program than they did in the EBCE/CBCE program.

In terms of ability to communicaée with adults and awareness of career
opportunities, C students rated the traditional program more positively than
the E students rated the EBCE/CBCE Program; similarly E students rated the

traditional program lowest in terms of amount learned.

Qo
|
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In terms of amount learned about career planning, job-seeking skills,
and specific job skills, E students rated the EBCE/CBCE program more posi-
tively than the C students rated the traditional program; similarly E stu-
dents rated the traditional program lowest in terms of the amounf learned.

Students were also asked to rank the top three reasons (from a list of
10 choices) for belng in the particular eaucatlonal Program. The four
reasons chosen most frequently (i.e., assigned a 1, 2, or 3 ranking) by the
E students were the same four reasons chosen by the C students. The four
reasons were to pursue chosen career, for college preparation, to find a
career, and to learn more about a particular subjecﬁ or career. However,
the percentage assigning a rank to one of the reasons differed between the
E and C students. For example, while 53.5% of the C"students indicated
that coliege preparation was the most important reason for being enrolled
in the traditional progran, only 5.6% of the E students listed collage prep-
aration as the primary reason for being in EBCE/CBCE. Similarly, while
27.8% of the E students ranked "finding a career" as the most important
reason for being in EBCE/CBCE, only 6.1% of the C students listed “"finding
a career” as the primary reason for being in the traditional program.

Finally, students were asked to indicate the number of different paid
jobs that they had had in the past four years and to further indicate the
average ﬂoﬁrs per week worked on each of the jobs. Wwhile a substantially
higher percentage of E students than C students had one or less paid jobs

(31.5% vs 13.1%) and while a substantially higher percentage of C students

than E students had between 2-5 paid jobs (71.7% vs 55.6%), the combined

percentages were very similar for the E and C students (E - 87.1%, C - 84.8%)

26
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when five or fewer jobs were considered. In terms of hours per week worked,
it appeared that C students worked more than did E students. Nearly half
(42.6%) of the E students worked 10 hours or less, whereas only 16.2% of

the C students worked 10 hours or less. Nearly half (41.4%) of the C stu-
dents spent 11-20 hours per week on the job, but only 57;8% of the E stu-
dents spent 11-20 hours. Similarly, 38.4% of the C students spent 21-40

_ hours per week on the job, but only 22.2% of the E students spent an average
'éf 21-40 hours on each job.

TSCS. The revised TSCS was administered in a pretest/posttest fashion

to the combined groups of experimental and comparison students, and in a
pretest only fashion to the experimental and comparison students. Tables

2 and 3 provide descriptive and inferential statistics on the TSCS.

Tables 2 and 3

From Table 2 it can be seen that the combined sgudents (E and C) were equiv-
alent initially and also equivalent at the conclusion of the school year.
Similarly, from Table 3 the Brunswick students (E and C) were equivalent
initially.

Table 4 presents the TSCS pretest data which contrasts the combined
groups (1, 2, 3 and 4) and the Brunswick group (5) for both the experi-

mentals and comparison students.

e
=g
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Table 2

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale

(Tscs)

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4: E vs C

Pretest
E_ _c_ ss af Ms F_ _B_
n 54 99 Between 12,55 1 12.55 0.11 0.74
X 110.4 111.0 Within 17609.50 151 116.62
s 10.0 11.2
Posttqu
n 54 99 Between 6.04 1 6.04 0.05 0.82
X 110.5 110.9 Within 17569.97 151 116.36
s 9.4 11.5
Table 3
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCSs)
Group 5: E vs C
Pretest
_E_ £ ss af MS F _P
n 85 27 Between 24.43 1 24.43 0.21 0.65
X 111.4 110.3  Within 12797.82 110 116.34
s 11.1 9.7

o
00)
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Table 4
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS)
Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 vs Group 5: Pretest Only

110.4

10.0

99

111.0

11.2

Experimental

5 ss af Ms F_
85 Between 34.21 1 34.21 0.30
111.4 Within 15620.78 137 114.02

11.1

Comgarisoh

27 Between 9.62 1 9.62 0.08
110.3 Within 14786.54 124 119.25

9.7




-34~

From Table 4 it can be seen that the two groups of experimental students
were equiyalent and also that the two groups of comparison students were
equivalent.

AEL Scale. Table 5 presents data on the contrasts between E and C

students in the combined group (1, 2, 3 and 4).

Table 5

From Tabie 5 it can be seen that E and C students were initially equivalent
on the four subparts and the composite of the AEL Scale. Similarly, the E
and C students had equivalent scores on the posttest for all four subparts
and the composite score. There was very little change in scores from pre-
testing to posttesting.

Table 6 presents data on the contrasts between experimental and compari-

son students within Group 5 for pretest only.

Table 6

From Table 6 it can be seen that the two groups (E and C) were equivalent

on all four subparts and the composite score of the AEL Scale.

Table 7 presents data on the pretest contrasts between the combined
groups (1, 2, 3 and 4) and the Brunswick group (5) for both the experi-

mentals and the comparison students.

40
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Table 5
AEL Scale
Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4: E vs C

Part 1 Pretest

E ss a8 ms  r p
n 53 99 Between 1.36 1 1.36 0.07 ° 0.79
X 38.3 38.1 Within 2761.91 150 18.41
s 4.7 4.1
Posttest
n 54 98 Between 6.50 1 6.50 ' 0.47 0.49
x 37.8 38.3 Within 2080.60 150 13.87
s 4.1 3.5
Part 2 Pretest
_E_ £ ss af Ms £ B
n 54 99 Between 0.36 1 0.36 0.07 0.79
X 15.7 15.6 Within 788. 32 151 .22
[ 2.4 2.2
Posttest
n -53 98 Between 7.97 1 ‘7.97 1.31 0.24
x 15.6 15.1 Within 841.21 149 5.65
s 2.1 2.5

41
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Table 5 (cont'd)

Part 3

_E_
n 54
X 30.9
s 4.9
n 54
X 30.4
] 4.5
Part 4

_E_
n 53
X 46.2
s 4.8
n 53
X 46.1
s 5.8
Total

_E
n 54
X  129.5
s . 15.8
n 54
X  128.7
s 14.1

99

30.5

98

30.3

97

46.9

95

17.1

99
130.1

13.4

99
128.0

17.3

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

Pretest

ss
5.47

2662.78

Posttest

0.00

2136.52

Pretest

ss
15.80

3506.47

Posttest

30.56

4766.36

Pretest
ss

12.69

30716.03

Posttest
20.77

40041.28

150

146

151

17.63

15.80

23,69

30.56

32.65

Ms

12.69

203.42

20.77

265.17

0.67

0.06

0.58

0.42

42
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Table 6
AEL Scale

Group 5: E vs C (Pretest Oonly)

Part 1
_E_
n 85
X 39.1
s 4.7
Part 2
n 85
X 15.6
s 2.5
Part 3
n 85
X 31.5
[ 4.1
Part 4
n 80
X 46.2
s 5.8
Total
n 85
X  129.6
s 15.5

27

37.5

27

15.6

27

32.2

23

47.1

27

125.3

21.2

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Within

ss
51.75

2262.32

8.81

1815.25

15.47

3361.41

381.30

31743.41

1lo0

110

101

110

51.75

20.57

15.47

33.28

381.30

288.58

0.25

13
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Table 7—
AEL Scale

Part 1
1-4
n 53
X  38.3
s 4.7
n 99
X 38.1
s 4.1
Part 2
1-4
n 54
X 15.7
s 2.4
n 99
X 15.6
s 2,2

27

37.5

85

15.6

27

15.6

Between

Within

Between

Within

Between

Wtihin

Between

"Within

Experimental
ss g ms

17.44 1l 17.44

3033.46 136 22,08

Comparison
9.24 1 9,24

.2020.76 124 16.30

Pretest
ss ac  Ms
0.34 1 0.34
862.89 137 6.30

Comparison
0.09 1 0.09
562.62 124  4.54

0.06

0.82
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Table 7 (cont'd)

Part 3 Experimental

14 5 ss af s £ B
n 54 85 Between 14.34 1 14.34 0.73 0.39
X 30.9 31.5 within 2691.27 137 19.64
s 4.9 4.1

Comparison

n 99 27 Between 62.06 - 1 62.06 4.31 0.04%*
x 30.5 32.2 Within 1786.76 124 14.41
s 3.8 3.8
Part 4 Experimental

1-4 S Ss af MS E_ B
n 53 80 Between 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 0.99
x 46.2 46.2 Within 3803.52 131 29.03
s 4.8 5.8

Comparison

n 97 23 ‘Between 1.11 1 1.11 0.04 0.84
X 46.9 47.1 Within 3064.36 118 25.97
s 4.9 5.8
Total- Experimental

1-4 = ss ag MS £ B_
n 54 85 Between 0.55 1 0.55 O.OOG 0.96
X  129.5 129.6 Within 33254.89 137 242.74
s 15.8 15.5 ’

: Comparison

n 99 27 Between 486.31 1 486.31 2.07 0.15
X  130.1 125.3 Within 29204.55 124 235.53
s 13.4 21.2
*F_ 5 (1,124) = 3.92

ha
)
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From Taﬁle 7 it can be seen that for subparts 1, 2, and 4 the composite
score, the combined groups and Group 5 were not significantly different,
Group 5 cémparison students did have statistically significant higher sub-
part 3 scores than did the combined comparison students,., However, this

difference (32.2 vs 30.5) may not be Practically significant.

Summary

From Table 1 it was seen that the combined students (E and C) were
quite similar on several variables (q:g-) sex and race). However, there
were more seniors in the C groﬁp ghan in the E group, most C students were
in a traditional educational program, and C students spent more time in
their program than E students spent in theirs. While E and C students held
about the same number of paid jobs during the past year, C students spent
more time on their jobs. E students were much more positive than C students
'in their attitudes toward what their current school program offered them.

In fact, E students expressed significantly more positive attitudes than C

students in terms of five educational factors which their respective school
Programs impacted. (See Table 1, item 8.)

While C students felt that their traditional Program was more conducive
to learning basic skills and developing awareness to career opportunities

(as contrasted to E students feeling about their program), E students felt

that their EBCE/CBCE program was superior for learning about career planning,
job-seeking skills, and specific job skills.
Finally, data presented in Tables 2 through 7 indicated that the com-

bined groups of experimental and comparison students were not significantly

(28
)
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different initially on the other two self-concept assessment scales. Further,
they were not significantly different at the end of the treatment period.
Utilization of a pretest only fifth group (both experimentals and comparison

students) helped to validate/confirm the other results,
DISCUSSION/CONCLUS ION

The purpose of this study was to examine and compare the self concepts
of EBCE-type and traditional classrocom students. Past evaluation data seem
to indicate that EBCE students develop a more positive self-concept. Year
after year, parents of EBCE students have noted that their children have
more positive attitudes toward self, and have seemed to assume greater respon-
sibility for self. Because of insufficieng data in the past to confirm these
findinés, this study was undertaken to further explore all the information
related to these findings,

AEL utilized three separate instruments to measure the effects of EBCE

on the self-concept: 1) the Student Questionnaire (SQ); 2) the revised

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS); and 3) the AEL Self-Concept Scale.

The revised TSCS and the AEL Self-Concept Scale were administered on a
pretest/posttest basis, while the SQ was administered only once. Testing

was conducted at five AEL/EBCE sites.

Limitations of the Study

There were several occurrences during the course of this study that
appear to have had a negative impact on the student outcome data. Ope site
did not do any posttesting. Consequently the demographic questionnaire
(administered during posttesting) and posttest self-concept déta were not

available on 112 students.

(2N
~N
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The instrumentation itself may well be insensitive to the change of
self-concept that occurs within EBCE students. The researchers now believe
that their instrumentation should have addressed specifically and narrowly

the concept of self as worker, as contrasted to concept as self as student

or a generalized self concept. However, while E and C subjects both had
worked part-time (to varying degrées) and E subjects were in a community-
based proéréﬁ, £héir major role was as student. Nonetheless, refocusing
the response role may have generated different results--especially if one
considered concept of self as worker in general or worker in the occupa-
tion to which s/he aspires or prefers. (See Appendix A).

Further, tbe period of time (treatment) which occurred between pretest/
po;ttest administrations was very short. The period of time between testing
ranged from two-four months. Because of the differential time periods in-
volved, the procedure of grouping sets of EBCE scores together andfsets of
comparison scores togethér (in order to compare all EBCE students with all
comparison students) may have confounded the resultant program impact.

The point was made earlier that the monetary support for the study
was very limited and the sample sizes were not large. Since these EBCE-
type programs were operating on local funds (as opposed tc federal funds),
the fidelity or congruency to the original AEL-model may not have been
high.' Utilization of local monetary support provides the locals with the
right to adopt/revise the original model as they see fit in terms of their
local needs. Hence, combining all scores (based on the assumption that all

EBCE programs--and comparison programs—--are essentially the same) may also

have confounded some of the resultant program impact.

18
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Recommendations

Based on the results obtained in this pilot study and its limitations,

several things may be taken into consideration for the further investigation

of EBCE impacts on the self-concept:

1)

2)

3)

4}

One variable which AEL had almost no control over was that period
of time existing between pre and posttests. AEL feels that the
period oqéurring between pretest and posttest should be extended.
One semester of treatment may not even be enough to produce an
impact.

All testing must be done on a pre-post fashion, in order to
establish a baseline and measure gains.

AEL thus wished to further develop its own instruments for
measuring the self-concept as it relates to vocational develop-
ment. With a more clear understanding of the relationship of

P

EBCE and self-concept (in terms of cause-effect or‘substaﬁfial
relationships), gt may be essential to move away ffom self-
report assessment to either less transparent items, unobtrusive
observations, peer ratings, or teacher/facilitator 3judgments.
More extensive research and item analysis needs to be executed
in order to revise and Galidate the instrument.

A more extensive investigation must be conducted of the commer-
cially available and research available instruments, measuring
self-concept. It has been theorized that the TSCS is too broad
and not sensitive enough to assess the impacts produced by a

semester or year of involvement in the EBCE program. Although

the level of monetary effort allocated to this study was quite

49
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low, what one needs to do is an instrument development study

related to narrow work self and sensitivity. (Test the

instrument in radically different situations and determine
its sensitivity. Then evaluate the treaéﬁent of interest).
References now identified were not used in the background
conceptualization or the instrument development for this

project. They must be used in any follow-up work:

Asche, 1973; Bachman et. al, 1978; Bell, 1969; Beerbohm, 1972;
Counselman, 1971; Garfinkle, 1958; Hunton, 1972; Kash and
Burich, 1978; Meredith, 1974; Purkey, 1970 and 1978;

Richardson, 1972; and ﬁosenberg, 1979.

0N



REFERENCES

Asche, F. M. The interrelationships between self-concepts and occupational
concepts of post-high school vocational-technical students. Doctoral
dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1973.

Bachman, J. G., P. M. O'Malley and J. Johnston. Adolescence to adulthood:
change and stability in the lives of young men. Ann Arbor, Michigan:
Institute for Social Research, 1978.

Baldwin, A. L. Behavior and development in childhood. New Ybfk: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1955.

Beerbohm, B., Similarities between self and occupational concepts in male

high school students. Doctoral dissertation, Columbia University,
l972.

Bell, N. D., The relationship of occupational choice to ego identity and
self-concepts. Doctoral dissertation, Utah State University, 196S.

Buehler, C. Der menschliche Lebenslauf als psychologisches problem.
Leipzig: Hitzel, 1933. 7@

Counselman, E. F., A comparison of the self-concepts, self-acceptance,
ideal self-concepts, and career woman stereotypes of career and

non-career oriented college senior women. Doctoral dissertation,
Boston University School of Education, 1971.

Cré&ne, D. and M. Stephens. Self-acceptance and self-evaluative behavior:
a critique of methodology. Psychology Bulletin, 1961, 58, 104-115.

Erikson, E. H. Dimensions of a new identity. The 1973 Jefferson
Lectures, New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1974.

Gagne, R. M. and L. J. Briggs. Principles of instructional design.
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1974.

Garfinkle, M., The relationship between general self concept, role self,
concept and role behavior in high school. Doctoral dissertation,
Columbia University, 1958.

Havighurst, R. J. Human development of education. New York: Longmans,
Green and Co. Inc., 1953.

Hendersor, H. L. The relationship between interests of fathers and sons

and sons' identification with fathers. Doctoral dissertation,
Columbia University, 1958.

Hollingshead, A. B. Elemtown's youth: the impact of social classes on
adolescents. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1949.

o1




Hunton, S. R. An invesfigation of the changes occurring in vocational

self concepts in the seventh through twelfth grades. Doctoral
dissertation, Southern Illinois University, 1972.

Hyre, C. S., and E. L. Henderson. An alternative curriculum. Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco, California, April, 1976.

Jersild, A. T. 1In search of self. New York: Teacher's College Bureau of
Publications, 1952.

Kash, M. M. and G. D.  Borich. Teacher behavior and pupil self-concept.
Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley, 1978.

Levy, D. M. Maternal overprotection. New York: Cclumbia University Press,
1943.

Marx, R. W. and P. H. Winne. Construct interpretations of three self-
concept inventories. American Educational Research Journal, 1978,
15, 99-109.

Meredith, L. F. A comparison of self-concepts of vocational and non-
vocational students. Doctoral dissertation, Ohio University, 1974.

Miller, D. C. and W. H. From. Industrial sociology. New Yoxk: Harper
and Brothers, 1951.

Purkey, W. W. Inviting school success: a self-concept approach to
teaching and learning. Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing
CO. ’ 1978-

' Purkey, W. W. Self-conéept and school achievement. Englewood Ciiffs:
Prentice-Hall, 1970.

Richardson, M. S. Self concepts and role concepts in the career
orientation of college women. Doctoral dissertation, Columbia
University, 1972.

Rosenberg, M. Conceiving the self. New York: Basic Books, 1979.

Schachtel, E. G. Metamorphosis. New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1959.

Sears, P. S. Self-concept in the service of educational goals.
.California Journal for Instructional Improvement, 1963, 6, 3-12.

Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton. Self-concept: Validation of construct

interpretations. Review of Educational Research, 1976, 46-3,
407-441. ,




=47 -

Supér, D. E. A theory of vocational development. American Psychologist,
1953, 8, 185-190.

- Super, D. E. Dimensions and measurement of vocational maturity. Teachers
College Record, 1955, 57, 151-163.

Super, D. E. and P. L. Overstreet. The vocational maturity of ninth-
grade boys. New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1960.

Super, D. E., R. Starishevsky, N. Matlin, & J. P. Jordaan. Career
development: self-concept theory. Essays in Vocational Development.
New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1963.

Wells, L. E. and G. Marwell. Self-esteem: its conceptualizations and
measurement. Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications, 1976.

Wylie, R. C. The self-concept. (Rev. ed., Vol. 1). Lincoln, Nebraska:
University of Nebraska Press, (1961) 1974.

2urcher, L. A. The mutable self: a self-concept for social change .
Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications, 1977.

INSTRUMENTATION

AEL Self-Concept Scale, Experiential Education Division, Appalachia
Educational Laboratory.

Student Questionnaire, Experiential Education Division, Appalachia
Educational Laboratory.

Tennessee Self Concept Scale, Counselor Recordings and Tests, Nashville,
Tennessee.

o3




